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Analysis of Community Forum Survey for the 

Williamson and Travis County Municipal Utility District #1. 

July 12, 2019 

Analysis conducted by Jay Jennings, Ph.D. 
 
 

Purpose of the analysis 
 

I was asked by the MUD Board to analyze a survey conducted by a group of residents. I was told they 
wanted someone with experience in survey research to assess the survey to see if the conclusions 
reached by the residents were valid. I have used my experience in survey research to evaluate the 
survey, as best that I could with the details provided, and the following is my assessment of the survey. 

Summary of findings 
 

From going through the survey questionnaire, looking at the results, and asking the survey 
administrators about their method of distributing the survey I conclude that while the survey 
administrators made a substantial effort to ascertain the perspectives of their fellow residents, there are 
many flaws with the survey design and analysis that undermine the conclusions reached by the 
administrators. 

The analysis of the survey and the conclusions reached by the residents do not seem to reflect a fair and 
unbiased reading of the results. Some of the flaws in the conclusions are bred out of flaws in the survey 
design, and to a lesser extent, the survey administration. Most of the problems, however, are the result 
of overstating the validity of the survey findings to make sweeping statements based on a survey of a 
small portion of the MUD residents. Therefore, it is my recommendation that the MUD Board use the 
survey results as a reflection of the views of a portion of their constituents, but to understand that any 
conclusions reached solely from the results of this survey should be treated skeptically. In order to help 
the MUD Board more effectively evaluate the results of the survey, I will outline examples of the flaws 
of the survey by providing issues with the design, administration, and analysis conducted by the 
residents. I will end this report, however, with some examples of useful information I believe the Board 
could take from the survey results. 

Quality of the survey design 
 

While much of the survey design was carefully done and appeared rather professional, there were a few 
instances where the questions biased the results. I sympathize with the survey designers, as they were 
trying to obtain attitudes and opinions about complex issues that not all residents were knowledgeable 
about. This poses specific type of problem and one where the survey designers need to be particularly 
careful. By presenting certain information in the question (and not other potentially pertinent 
information) you give the respondent incomplete and biased perspective about the issue at hand. This 
can be dealt with in two ways. The most straightforward is to ask the question as simply as possible and 
without presenting information about the subject. The other is to be careful to present balanced 
information that gives equal information about the two sides or options being presented. In many 
instances when the survey designers choose this second option, they did so in a way that was biased 
and one-sided. 



For instance, Q791 asked whether the respondent is in favor of forgoing new projects and instead paying 
off debt and lowering the tax burden. Here, the respondent is told about the specific amount of debt 
and that paying off the debt could lower the tax burden, but they are not told about what kind of new 
projects would be eliminated. Furthermore, after the incomplete information is presented, the question 
is asked in a way that again biases the results by asking if they want to pay off the debt and not clearly 
mentioning an elimination of future projects. Q80 was a good way of asking this question and would be 
much closer to how I would recommend asking about preferred services/tax relief. The fact that this 
question comes immediately after Q79, however, is problematic. Although more than 50% say they 
want more project/spending versus tax relief, it has hard to think these results were not biased by the 
framing of the question preceding it – suggesting that the 48% that want to reduce taxes was inflated by 
the bias in the question before it. This type of mistake was repeated several times in the survey. 

Additionally, the survey administrators’ own opinions creep into the question wording on several 
occasion. This practice has serious consequences for how respondents answer the question. One clear 
example of this is Q73, where the word “none” is put in all caps and then in the next sentence repeated. 
It is clear from the question wording that the survey administrators are in favor of better parking around 
the parks. By allowing their own opinion into the survey they have biased the results – most likely in 
favor of their opinion. 

Following are the Survey Questions referred to in the text above 

Q79: “The schedule for payoff of the bond debt is 2023, and with all but about $381,800 paid off by the 
year 2021.  (Source: 2017 Annexation Report here) The District could choose to forgo new 
projects (focusing only on maintenance) and pay off a large chunk, or possibly all, of the debt.  
This could allow for a reduction in the tax burden of all constituents.  Do you think non 
maintenance spending should be curtailed and the debt paid off before 2023 (if possible)?” 

Choices: 

o “Yes” 
o “No” 

Q80: “Where would you most like to see district revenue (that isn’t needed for basic maintenance and 
contingency funds) going in the future?” 

Choices:  Note: respondents could choose only one (1) of the multiple-choice answers provided in 
the survey 

o “Toward a reduction in my yearly MUD taxes” 
o “Toward additional ‘hard’ amenities in the community (i.e. tennis courts, basketball 

courts, playgrounds, etc.)” 
o “Toward additional community organized events” 
o “Toward greater neighborhood security (I.e. speed signs, police presence, etc.)” 
o “Toward environmental development (I.e. planting of natives, creating wildlife habitats, 

using rain gardens to capture runoff, etc.)” 
o “Toward additional services (i.e. library buy in, local pool buy in, etc.)” 



Q71 begins with a potentially problematic supposition: “If you are not currently using the parks or 
pond…”. Did the survey design allow for this question to be asked only for only people who said they 
don’t use any of the parks? If not, this assumption creates a problem for how people who do use the 
park answer the question. Additionally, the response options are again not given even treatment. The 
third response option begins with another problematic supposition “If the majority of the neighborhood 
is not using…”. The wording of both the question and the response options makes the results of this 
survey question nearly indecipherable. 

Another problematic aspect of the survey design is that it gives the appearance it is from an official 
government entity. I did not see all of the information provided when the survey link was distributed, 
but just from the survey itself it was unclear for much of the survey who was conducting the survey. 
Intentional misrepresentation as a government entity would be unethical. By the end of the survey, it is 
clear who is asking the questions and more information about the Community Forum is provided. I 
would have recommended that this information was provided upfront. 

Quality of the survey administration 
 

I was largely impressed with the efforts the survey administrators went to give every resident of the 
MUD an opportunity to take the survey. Admittedly, I am relying on the efforts they described to me, 
but assuming this is true (which I have no reason to doubt) I think this provides evidence that the 
administrators were trying to get the opinions of the entire district – not just those who agreed with 
them. As the survey link was distributed several ways, including different HOA and community Facebook 
pages, I do think there were some residents who had more opportunities to hear about and take the 

 
1 See document “Survey Results General Report” for question wording. 

Following is the Survey Question referred to in the text above 

Q73: “In FY 2017/2018 the Board paid Pharis Designs to map out the existing structure of our park 
system.  One thing that is exceedingly clear from this mapping is that NONE of the existing 
parks or ponds have been created for driving visitors.  None of these parks have constructed 
parking areas, or even areas available to develop for this function.  If you live close to a park or 
pond are you noticing any problems with over parking, or parking congestion, that interferes 
with your daily routine or causes a safety risk?” 

Choices:  Note: respondents could choose only one (1) of the multiple-choice answers provided 
in the survey 

o “Yes” 
o “No” 
o “I don’t live close to a park but notice congestion when I visit” 
o “I don’t visit or live close so I can’t comment on this question” 

Following is the Survey Question referred to in the text above 

Q71: “If you are not currently using the parks or ponds in the MUD District, what is your opinion on 
funding them?” 

Choices:  Note: respondents could choose only one (1) of the multiple-choice answers provided 
in the survey 

o “I am happy to contribute my tax dollars to the parks and pond system, and grow them 
according to neighborhood input, if a majority of my neighbors are using them” 

o “I am happy to contribute my tax dollars to maintain what is currently in place, but 
hope my tax dollars are not used to grow the system regardless of neighborhood 
input” 

o “If the majority of the neighborhood is not using this system I would prefer that the 
Board come up with a ‘renaturalization’ plan where worn out amenities are removed 
and replaced with eco friendly natural habitat.” 



survey than others. This creates a problem for how we analyze the results, as we do not know if those 
who had more chances to see or hear about the survey were systematically different than those who 
only received a flyer or an email. Additionally, we may expect that certain residents – those who work a 
full-time job or have young kids – may have less time to fill out a survey than those not currently fully 
employed or taking care of dependents. 

One way to check if there was systematic bias in who took the survey is to compare the survey’s 
demographics with that of the district. In other words, how well did the sample of 415 surveys match up 
with the full population of the district. This becomes difficult to do for two reasons: first, the survey 
itself does not do an adequate job of asking demographic questions and b) I was unable to obtain any 
data on the demographics of the district and the MUD Board was unable to provide any demographics. 
The survey administrators should have taken time in the survey to ask questions about the respondents 
and not just make of the respondent’s household. Additionally, the way the age question was asked 
makes it difficult to adequately assess the representation of various ages in the district (as I will outline 
in the analysis section below). 

I was able to obtain 2010 demographics of the 78613 zip code2, which appears to mostly incapsulate the 
MUD district, but the MUD district only makes up a small portion of. If we assume that the zip code 
demographics are similar to the current MUD district’s demographics, the survey sample matches the 
population fairly well. The survey may have slightly more people over 65 and a few less school age 
children than the 2010 78613 zip code, but these differences are not drastic. My understanding3 of the 
demographic trends in Texas and the Austin area more specifically, is that the state and the metro area 
are getting younger, so I would expect that the 78613 zip code to be slightly younger than it was in 2010, 
thus making the difference in the sample and the zip code population slightly more pronounced. All of 
this is made somewhat moot by the fact that the District makes up such a small portion of the 78613 zip 
code and it is entirely possible that the District is older than the zip code. While I cannot be certain these 
415 responses are representative of the District, I would speculate that they come close, but may have a 
slight bias toward responses from households with retired residents. 

Quality of the survey analysis 
 

The analysis of the survey does not take into account some of the survey’s limitations as listed above, 
but also does not take into account some basic principles of statistics such as margins for error and how 
much confidence we can have in results drawn from a fairly small sample. The analysis and the 
conclusions reached appear to be created from a perspective of advocacy and not of fairly representing 
the opinions of their fellow residents. I was given a list of 13 conclusion reached by the residents who 
administered the survey. I will highlight the issues with the 8 most problematic conclusions4. 

1. The survey finding show that 13% of households have kids 5-12 and 14% households have 
someone 65+. I have two problems with the conclusion. First, I think this conclusion is slightly 
deceiving. While only 13% have kids 5-12, 31% have kids 19 or younger. Second, the question was 
asked whether each age group was represented or not in the household, not about how many of 

 
2 From the U.S. Census website: https://factfinder.census.gov 
3 While I do research using Texas demographic data, I am not expert in the demographic trends of Texas or the 
Austin area. 
4 Items listed as numbered in the document “Survey Methodology and Policy Recommendations.” 

https://factfinder.census.gov/


each group were in the household. It is much more likely that a family would have 3 or more kids 
than a household that has 3 or more people older than 65. We do not know if there are more 
people 65+ than kids 5-12, and these odd age grouping comparisons make it so that these 
differences would not be substantively important. 

3. 53% vs 47% is not a clear enough majority from a sample of residents to make a 
conclusion/recommendation. Further, these percentages do not take in account the 50 people who 
skipped the question. If we take those into account only 47% of respondents want to change the 
existing deed, 41% do not, and 12% did not respond. 

4. 35% is not a majority. In Q37 65% say they do use the parks. 

6. I find Q72 to suffer from the type of bias similar to Q79, as described above. Furthermore, only 
41% of respondents said they wanted to stop the practice of charging residents for access to the 
tennis courts. 

8. I found the inclusion of the “despite their paid attendance at the meeting” to bias the question (as 
similar to Q79, as described above). I am unsure if this bias would be enough to change the results, 
but considering the majority was 54%, I think it is possible. 

9. I have described earlier the bias found in Q79 and how it most likely affected Q80. 
Nevertheless, only 48% say they would reduce taxes over other projects in Q80 – not 73%. 

10. See above. 

11. Q88, from which this conclusion is based, does not provide adequate response options and 
therefore I find this conclusion problematic. “I already have too much on my plate, I am happy to 
leave decisions about the neighborhood to others” and “I want to know what is happening, and be 
able to put my own input in, not have others speak on my behalf” are not balanced options that 
represent the full set of options possible from the question. This is partially represented by the 
48%, who said “I’m undecided” but definitely encouraged respondents to respond that they are 
“able to put in my own input”. 

Following is the Survey Question referred to in the text above 

Q37: “Do you use any of the parks or ponds in the MUD district?” 

Choices: 
o “Yes” 
o “No” 

Following is the Survey Question referred to in the text above 

Q72: “The tennis courts at Lakeline Oaks Park and Anderson Mill West were built and are 
currently maintained with district revenue.  Last year $13,300 was paid for their 
maintenance and $5,000 is budgeted for the next fiscal year.  As members of the MUD we 
do not have free access to this amenity, but must pay up to $75 (on top of the burden we 
share for their maintenance) in order to get a key card to access them.  Do you think this 
practice of charging residents for use should continue?” 

Choices:  Note: respondents could choose only one (1) of the multiple-choice answers 
provided in the survey 

o “Yes” 
o “No” 
o “I don’t know enough about this process to offer an opinion” 



 

 

Conclusions 
 

While I have detailed the problems with the survey and some of the conclusions reached by the 
administrators of the survey, I encourage the MUD Board to take some of the survey results into 
consideration. I fear that the Board, in their rightful dismissal of the conclusions of the survey will 
overlook the fact that over 400 of their constituents spent over 20 minutes answering questions about 
their local community. There are many flaws with the survey, and this makes several of the responses 
meaningless, but there are a few examples where I think the Board should take advantage of the work 
done by the residents and take into consideration the survey respondents’ perspectives as they make 
future decisions. Of course, these responses cannot be considered in a vacuum, but they do not need to 
be completely ignored either. I will give a few examples of questions that I, as someone not familiar with 
the issues at hand, think could be valuable for the Board to consider. 

In Q17, 39 respondents took the time to outline some issues they have had with their water/sewer 
service. While this is a small portion of the respondents, I would consider this useful information. This is 
also true, to a lesser extent for Q19 and Q21 (trash and recycling services). 

 
  

Following is the Survey Question referred to in the text above 

Q88: “Do you feel that the Board should continue relying on input from HOA’s and the Neighborhood 
Association to drive their agenda or engage directly with residents?” 

Choices:  Note: respondents could choose only one (1) of the multiple-choice answers provided 
in the survey 

o “I already have too much on my plate, I am happy to leave decisions about the 
neighborhood to others” 

o “I want to know what is happening, and be able to put my own input in, not have others 
speak on my behalf” 

o “I am undecided, I would have to know what it looked like to be my own advocate 
before I could make that decision” 

Following are the Survey Questions referred to in the text above 

Q17: “Please detail the problems you have had with your water or sewer service…” * 

* Note: Respondents could provide their own typed response to this question. 

Q19: “Please detail the problems you have had with regular trash pick up…” * 

* Note: Respondents could provide their own typed response to this question. 

Q21: “What issues have you had with recycling?” 

Choices:   
o “I don’t understand when I am supposed to set out my recycling” 
o “I don’t know what is allowed in my recycling cart” 
o “I don’t know how to prepare my items for my recycling cart” 
o “I can’t fit all of my recyclables in my bin and wish it was collected more regularly” 
o “Other (Please specify)” ** 

** Note: Respondents could choose only one (1) of the multiple-choice answers provided for this 
question; however, respondents who chose “Other (Please specify)” could provide their own 
typed response. 



In Q30 and Q32 the respondents took the time to provide suggestions for issues with the covenant and 
deed enforcement. I am not sure to what extent the Board is able to address these concerns, but this 
strikes me as useful information for the Board. 

 
Q38 asks respondents to list the parks/ponds they use. This question is straightforward and should 
give the Board a good sense of which parks are being use the most/least. Maybe the Board has a 
better way to assess this information, but if not, I would think this would be useful information. I also 
found the subsequent questions about how the parks/ponds were used to be straightforward and 
contain potentially useful information. 

 
  

Following are the Survey Questions referred to in the text above 

Q30: “Which covenants, conditions, or restrictions would you choose to amend if that was a 
possibility?” 

Choices: 
o “Overnight parking” 
o “Landscaping” 
o “Visible trashcans” 
o “Architectural control” 
o “Other (Please specify)” ** 

** Note: Respondents could choose only one (1) of the multiple-choice answers provided for this 
question; however, respondents who chose “Other (Please specify)” could provide their own 
typed response. 

Q32: “What do you feel is not equitable?  Please detail what changes you believe could be made to 
make deed enforcement more equitable?” * 

* Note: Respondents could provide their own typed response to this question. 

Following is the Survey Question referred to in the text above 

Q38: “Which parks and ponds in the MUD District do you use?  (check all that apply)” *** 

Choices: 
o “Hatch Pond” 
o “Madeline Loop Pond” 
o “Anderson Mill West Pond” 
o “Aster Pass Pond” 
o “Cashell Wood Pond (under construction)” 
o “Vestavia Pond (under construction)” 
o “Little Elm Pond” 
o “London Lane Pond” 
o “Lakeline Oaks Park” 
o “Anderson Mill West Park” 
o “Aster Park” 
o “Sunchase Park” 
o “Old Mill Pocket Park” 
o “Volente Hills Park” 
o “Lakeline Oaks Tennis” 
o “Anderson Mill West Tennis”  

*** Note: Respondents could opt to choose more than one response to this question but were 
limited to the choices provided in the question. 



Within the context of other potential constraints, I would think the question about the timing of the 
Board meetings may be useful. Saturday morning was the clear plurality, but only 58 people responded 
to the question. 

In Q90, 83 respondents took the time to describe MUD issues they would like to know more about. I 
would think this information could be useful when crafting future communications with MUD residents. 

 

The Report, as written, without the annotations is posted 
following this annotated version. 

 
  

Following is the Survey Question referred to in the text above 

Q90: “Please detail topics that you would like to learn more about below….” * 

*  Note: Respondents could provide their own typed response to this question. 



Analysis of Community Forum Survey for the 

Williamson and Travis County Municipal Utility District #1. 

July 12, 2019 

Analysis conducted by Jay Jennings, Ph.D. 
 
 

Purpose of the analysis 
 

I was asked by the MUD Board to analyze a survey conducted by a group of residents. I was told they 
wanted someone with experience in survey research to assess the survey to see if the conclusions 
reached by the residents were valid. I have used my experience in survey research to evaluate the 
survey, as best that I could with the details provided, and the following is my assessment of the survey. 

Summary of findings 
 

From going through the survey questionnaire, looking at the results, and asking the survey 
administrators about their method of distributing the survey I conclude that while the survey 
administrators made a substantial effort to ascertain the perspectives of their fellow residents, there are 
many flaws with the survey design and analysis that undermine the conclusions reached by the 
administrators. 

The analysis of the survey and the conclusions reached by the residents do not seem to reflect a fair and 
unbiased reading of the results. Some of the flaws in the conclusions are bred out of flaws in the survey 
design, and to a lesser extent, the survey administration. Most of the problems, however, are the result 
of overstating the validity of the survey findings to make sweeping statements based on a survey of a 
small portion of the MUD residents. Therefore, it is my recommendation that the MUD Board use the 
survey results as a reflection of the views of a portion of their constituents, but to understand that any 
conclusions reached solely from the results of this survey should be treated skeptically. In order to help 
the MUD Board more effectively evaluate the results of the survey, I will outline examples of the flaws 
of the survey by providing issues with the design, administration, and analysis conducted by the 
residents. I will end this report, however, with some examples of useful information I believe the Board 
could take from the survey results. 

Quality of the survey design 
 

While much of the survey design was carefully done and appeared rather professional, there were a few 
instances where the questions biased the results. I sympathize with the survey designers, as they were 
trying to obtain attitudes and opinions about complex issues that not all residents were knowledgeable 
about. This poses specific type of problem and one where the survey designers need to be particularly 
careful. By presenting certain information in the question (and not other potentially pertinent 
information) you give the respondent incomplete and biased perspective about the issue at hand. This 
can be dealt with in two ways. The most straightforward is to ask the question as simply as possible and 
without presenting information about the subject. The other is to be careful to present balanced 
information that gives equal information about the two sides or options being presented. In many 



instances when the survey designers choose this second option, they did so in a way that was biased and 
one-sided. 

For instance, Q791 asked whether the respondent is in favor of forgoing new projects and instead paying 
off debt and lowering the tax burden. Here, the respondent is told about the specific amount of debt 
and that paying off the debt could lower the tax burden, but they are not told about what kind of new 
projects would be eliminated. Furthermore, after the incomplete information is presented, the question 
is asked in a way that again biases the results by asking if they want to pay off the debt and not clearly 
mentioning an elimination of future projects. Q80 was a good way of asking this question and would be 
much closer to how I would recommend asking about preferred services/tax relief. The fact that this 
question comes immediately after Q79, however, is problematic. Although more than 50% say they 
want more project/spending versus tax relief, it has hard to think these results were not biased by the 
framing of the question preceding it – suggesting that the 48% that want to reduce taxes was inflated by 
the bias in the question before it. This type of mistake was repeated several times in the survey. 

Additionally, the survey administrators’ own opinions creep into the question wording on several 
occasion. This practice has serious consequences for how respondents answer the question. One clear 
example of this is Q73, where the word “none” is put in all caps and then in the next sentence repeated. 
It is clear from the question wording that the survey administrators are in favor of better parking around 
the parks. By allowing their own opinion into the survey they have biased the results – most likely in 
favor of their opinion. 

Q71 begins with a potentially problematic supposition: “If you are not currently using the parks or 
pond…”. Did the survey design allow for this question to be asked only for only people who said they 
don’t use any of the parks? If not, this assumption creates a problem for how people who do use the 
park answer the question. Additionally, the response options are again not given even treatment. The 
third response option begins with another problematic supposition “If the majority of the neighborhood 
is not using…”. The wording of both the question and the response options makes the results of this 
survey question nearly indecipherable. 

Another problematic aspect of the survey design is that it gives the appearance it is from an official 
government entity. I did not see all of the information provided when the survey link was distributed, 
but just from the survey itself it was unclear for much of the survey who was conducting the survey. 
Intentional misrepresentation as a government entity would be unethical. By the end of the survey, it is 
clear who is asking the questions and more information about the Community Forum is provided. I 
would have recommended that this information was provided upfront. 

Quality of the survey administration 
 

I was largely impressed with the efforts the survey administrators went to give every resident of the 
MUD an opportunity to take the survey. Admittedly, I am relying on the efforts they described to me, 
but assuming this is true (which I have no reason to doubt) I think this provides evidence that the 
administrators were trying to get the opinions of the entire district – not just those who agreed with 
them. As the survey link was distributed several ways, including different HOA and community Facebook 
pages, I do think there were some residents who had more opportunities to hear about and take the 

 
1 See document “Survey Results General Report” for question wording. 



survey than others. This creates a problem for how we analyze the results, as we do not know if those 
who had more chances to see or hear about the survey were systematically different than those who 
only received a flyer or an email. Additionally, we may expect that certain residents – those who work a 
full-time job or have young kids – may have less time to fill out a survey than those not currently fully 
employed or taking care of dependents. 

One way to check if there was systematic bias in who took the survey is to compare the survey’s 
demographics with that of the district. In other words, how well did the sample of 415 surveys match up 
with the full population of the district. This becomes difficult to do for two reasons: first, the survey 
itself does not do an adequate job of asking demographic questions and b) I was unable to obtain any 
data on the demographics of the district and the MUD Board was unable to provide any demographics. 
The survey administrators should have taken time in the survey to ask questions about the respondents 
and not just make of the respondent’s household. Additionally, the way the age question was asked 
makes it difficult to adequately assess the representation of various ages in the district (as I will outline 
in the analysis section below). 

I was able to obtain 2010 demographics of the 78613 zip code2, which appears to mostly incapsulate the 
MUD district, but the MUD district only makes up a small portion of. If we assume that the zip code 
demographics are similar to the current MUD district’s demographics, the survey sample matches the 
population fairly well. The survey may have slightly more people over 65 and a few less school age 
children than the 2010 78613 zip code, but these differences are not drastic. My understanding3 of the 
demographic trends in Texas and the Austin area more specifically, is that the state and the metro area 
are getting younger, so I would expect that the 78613 zip code to be slightly younger than it was in 2010, 
thus making the difference in the sample and the zip code population slightly more pronounced. All of 
this is made somewhat moot by the fact that the District makes up such a small portion of the 78613 zip 
code and it is entirely possible that the District is older than the zip code. While I cannot be certain these 
415 responses are representative of the District, I would speculate that they come close, but may have a 
slight bias toward responses from households with retired residents. 

Quality of the survey analysis 
 

The analysis of the survey does not take into account some of the survey’s limitations as listed above, 
but also does not take into account some basic principles of statistics such as margins for error and how 
much confidence we can have in results drawn from a fairly small sample. The analysis and the 
conclusions reached appear to be created from a perspective of advocacy and not of fairly representing 
the opinions of their fellow residents. I was given a list of 13 conclusion reached by the residents who 
administered the survey. I will highlight the issues with the 8 most problematic conclusions4. 

1. The survey finding show that 13% of households have kids 5-12 and 14% households have 
someone 65+. I have two problems with the conclusion. First, I think this conclusion is slightly 
deceiving. While only 13% have kids 5-12, 31% have kids 19 or younger. Second, the question was 
asked whether each age group was represented or not in the household, not about how many of 

 
2 From the U.S. Census website: https://factfinder.census.gov 
3 While I do research using Texas demographic data, I am not expert in the demographic trends of Texas or the 
Austin area. 
4 Items listed as numbered in the document “Survey Methodology and Policy Recommendations.” 

https://factfinder.census.gov/


each group were in the household. It is much more likely that a family would have 3 or more kids 
than a household that has 3 or more people older than 65. We do not know if there are more 
people 65+ than kids 5-12, and these odd age grouping comparisons make it so that these 
differences would not be substantively important. 

3. 53% vs 47% is not a clear enough majority from a sample of residents to make a 
conclusion/recommendation. Further, these percentages do not take in account the 50 people who 
skipped the question. If we take those into account only 47% of respondents want to change the 
existing deed, 41% do not, and 12% did not respond. 

4. 35% is not a majority. In Q37 65% say they do use the parks. 

6. I find Q72 to suffer from the type of bias similar to Q79, as described above. Furthermore, only 
41% of respondents said they wanted to stop the practice of charging residents for access to the 
tennis courts. 

8. I found the inclusion of the “despite their paid attendance at the meeting” to bias the question (as 
similar to Q79, as described above). I am unsure if this bias would be enough to change the results, 
but considering the majority was 54%, I think it is possible. 

9. I have described earlier the bias found in Q79 and how it most likely affected Q80. Nevertheless, 
only 48% say they would reduce taxes over other projects in Q80 – not 73%. 

10. See above. 

11. Q88, from which this conclusion is based, does not provide adequate response options and 
therefore I find this conclusion problematic. “I already have too much on my plate, I am happy to 
leave decisions about the neighborhood to others” and “I want to know what is happening, and be 
able to put my own input in, not have others speak on my behalf” are not balanced options that 
represent the full set of options possible from the question. This is partially represented by the 48%, 
who said “I’m undecided” but definitely encouraged respondents to respond that they are “able to 
put in my own input”. 

Conclusions 
 

While I have detailed the problems with the survey and some of the conclusions reached by the 
administrators of the survey, I encourage the MUD Board to take some of the survey results into 
consideration. I fear that the Board, in their rightful dismissal of the conclusions of the survey will 
overlook the fact that over 400 of their constituents spent over 20 minutes answering questions about 
their local community. There are many flaws with the survey, and this makes several of the responses 
meaningless, but there are a few examples where I think the Board should take advantage of the work 
done by the residents and take into consideration the survey respondents’ perspectives as they make 
future decisions. Of course, these responses cannot be considered in a vacuum, but they do not need to 
be completely ignored either. I will give a few examples of questions that I, as someone not familiar with 
the issues at hand, think could be valuable for the Board to consider. 

In Q17, 39 respondents took the time to outline some issues they have had with their water/sewer 
service. While this is a small portion of the respondents, I would consider this useful information. This is 
also true, to a lesser extent for Q19 and Q21 (trash and recycling services). 



In Q30 and Q32 the respondents took the time to provide suggestions for issues with the covenant and 
deed enforcement. I am not sure to what extent the Board is able to address these concerns, but this 
strikes me as useful information for the Board. 

Q38 asks respondents to list the parks/ponds they use. This question is straightforward and should give 
the Board a good sense of which parks are being use the most/least. Maybe the Board has a better way 
to assess this information, but if not, I would think this would be useful information. I also found the 
subsequent questions about how the parks/ponds were used to be straightforward and contain 
potentially useful information. 

Within the context of other potential constraints, I would think the question about the timing of the 
Board meetings may be useful. Saturday morning was the clear plurality, but only 58 people responded 
to the question. 

In Q90, 83 respondents took the time to describe MUD issues they would like to know more about. I 
would think this information could be useful when crafting future communications with MUD residents. 
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